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. HIGHLIGHTS 

All 100 couatle^ in Korth Carolina are rated by the residents or each 
county on the availability and quality of 46 ccnmunlty services and oppor- 
tunities* Scales are provided which show the relationship between availability 
, and/or quality, of key cocmunity services with the size of county population. 
The scales and accotapanylng social and decoDgraphic comparisons suggest areas 
where efforts are needed to improve t;he quality of life across North Carolina. 



by 



James Ai Chrlstenson 
Department of Sociology and Anthropology' 

North Carolina State University 
■ , Ralel^, Korth Carolina 27607 



Published by - 
THE KORTH CAROLINA AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION* SERVICE 



North Carolina State University at Raleigh and the U. S. Department of 
Agriculture^ Cooperating. State. University Station^ Raleigh^ N. George 
Hyatt* Jr.f Director. Distributed In furtherance ol the Acts of Congress of 

May 8 and June 36^ 1914. 

Misc. Ext. Publication 148 " * ^ May 1976 



IKTEOOOCTIOK 

The quality and availability of cocToirri ty service^ throughout North 
Carolina could be aeasured in many vays* One could calculate capital outlays, 
location of services, number of people served, distance to services, or econo- 
mic feasibility of various services. Such inforoation taken separately or in 
some combination could reveal valuable information on cosrnunity services. But, 
in all of chese approaches, the people vould not be asked directly thelx 

appraisal of quality or availaSlliCy, In this .publication a subjective evalu*^ 

1 

atijon approach was adopted* People throughout North Carolina vere asked to 
personally evaluate, the quality and availability of services in their local 
cacounity. Eased on peoples' perception of tbe quality and availability of 
services in each of the 100 North Carolina counties, the counties vere ordered 
in "quality jar services^^ and "availabiljlty of services" scales. County and 
.socioeconomic variations vere also explored, 

I^e purpose of the publication is Co stimulate thoughtful discussipn con- 

V. , ' . ' 

cerning the public viev of .life across North Carolina. Since the data were 
gathered at only one point in time and the sample in each county only numbers 
about 88y the information should be viewed with prQ^r reservation. Hopefully, 
Che county scales and the accompanying discussion will stimulate more elaborate 
studies in the future vhich vill not only indica'te the peoples' giercepcion of 
services but also provide objective information concerning the actual existence 

K 

at services, the use of sexrvices, and the economic feasibility of various 
consnunity servici^s. 



^his publication is number eight of nine Volumes of data on North Carolina 
Today and Tomorrorw . Volume 1 contains information on the Western counties; 
vMulti'CounCy Planning Regions A and B. Volume 2 focuses on Regions D and G; 
Volume ^ on Regions C, E, F; Volume 4 on Regions J, K, L; Volume 5 on Regions 
H, Kf N; Volume 6 on Regions Q and R; Volume 7 on Regions 0 and Volume 9 . 
studies Land Use issues from a scate-vide perspecCive. These publications are 
available through the County Agricultural Excensioh Service. Copies may also 
be obtained by writing directly to the Agricultural Information Service, North 
' Carolina State Unis? ersity,. Ricks Hall, Raleigh, North Carolina 27607. 
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Tbese^data vere gathereS during the Sparing of 1975 by oeaofi of ciail 

■1 " 

questionnaires. Approximately 130 naoes vere dravn fros telephone directories 
for each of the 100 Korrh Caroli^^counties« On the average, 88 respondents 
in each county returned usable questionnaires. Heads of households vere re* 
quested to complete the questionnaire. Combined with this county sample was a 
l/lOOO statewide proportional sample based on the total population In each 
county. A detailed pres^tatioo of the nuzaber sampled and response rates for 
bot-h the total county sample and the statewide proportional sample are pro- 
vided on the last two P^ges of this publication* Both samples (each clearly 
indicated) will be used In the following discussion. 

GROWTH, DEVELOPMSJT, AND COMMUNITY SERVICES 

?icture a small town around 1920. The town profoably'contained a small 

• ' 

geheral store, a restaurant, perhaps a hotel ^nd a few other services. As 
highways ^and roads Improve, consnunicatlon systems (telephone, telegraph, news- 
papers) develop, confined, with a gradual increase in population, one would 
likely see the number and dive^ity of concmnity services incr^se.* For 
e}£ample, a small industry may locate, speciality stores open, a hospital and 
schools be established and other diversified activities develop. ^Such a 
process of growth* and development in which services continually expand and 
differentiate Has been called urbanization, mod^nization, and indnstriallza- 
tlon* These^ concepts assume'the stepwise building of more complex comEmnity 
structures upon simpler structures, the fbrmer encompassing the latter. The 
'concepts of development also assume a unidimensiooal development of services 
to the extent that certain simple services exist before more complex services 
can *deve^tj3fL^ Before a hospital can be established, doctors must be available; 
before industry can locate, there must be adequate water, electrical, and 

r \ . .. , ■ 

sewage facilities. ^ 

5 ^ > 
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.Developing this *idea of the di££ereati2tioa of, coixaunity services as ^ 
popuiatioas grow In size, 4 sai^iple of people in eacK of the 100 North Carolina 

counties were asked to assess the availability and Quality of services^ It 

/ * 
was assumed that isore heavily populated counties vould have greater differea* 

tiatiOQ of services, tha^ is, have acre services available to th$ people in 

those counties. It was/also assumed that better quality services would be 

available in ix^re heavifly populated counties. The data provided in this pub- 



lication permitted investigation o^ these assumptions concerning the extent 

to which availability pnd/or quality of services were dependent upon 'population 



concentration. 



QUALITY OF commin service scales 



One section of dhe mail questionnaire asked respondents to rate the 

• ■ 

i^uality of 11 coatnun^cy services as poor, fair, good, or excellent. The 11 



items included: qua 
education, quality o 



.ity of libraries* quality of elementary and secondary 
: county and city law enforcement, quality of state parks, 
quality of job opportunities, quality of'cultural opportunities (crafts., music, 
drama), overall quality of medical services and facilities, quality of. public 
parks and playgrouncs, quality of ^hild^-welfare service, quality of highway 
patrol, and overall quality of recreational facilities. These items are 
listed in a shortened form across the top of Table 1. A lisf^lng of the' 46 
items Included in tte consnunity section of the questionnaire are provided 
and 'discussed in TaMes 4 through 8 of this publication. , ^ - . 

The 100 Horth Carolina counties are listed in the left hand column of ^ 
.Table 1« The numbei that appears beside the county is the population density 
rank. For example, ^Mecklenburg County is the most densely populated jcounty 
in Horth Carolina and received a rank of 1; Hyde County is the least populated 
county (people per square mile) and received a rank of 100- 
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*Couotl** rAok«(| fro* a^fc popolAc«tl (1} to t*nc dcsJcly pop>ul«t«if (100). 
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In order to assess whether the ^^jority of people in oore heavily popu . 

t 

lated counties perceived the comity o£ their services as good or excellent 



in cos^rison with people in less p&pu laced conn tie 3, the following procedure 
■ ^ yas adopted. If 50 percent or toore of the respondents within a couoty indi* 
cated the^uality of a particular service or opportunity vas good or excellent, 
the county was accredited (given an X) vith possession of quality services on 
that step of the guttinan scale. If less than 50 percent said good or excell- 
ent, the item vas given a .0 or blank for that county. For one of the eleven 
items (Quality of the highway patrol)/ over 50 percent of the respondents from 
all 100 counties indicated quality service. On another item (Quality of job 
opportunities), in no county did'^50 percent of respondents indicate quality 

opportunities* Thus, these two items were excluded because they did not meet 

— ^ 

2 * ■ 

the criteria for inclusion of items. . The other nine items are reported in 

Table 1. ^he coefficient of reproducibility a^id the coefficient, of scalability 

were above the conventional criteria of .90 and .65 respectively. In terms of 

* internal validity, the scale was quite ^ncouragiog* However, since this scale 

provided only a -limited number an^ kinds of services and has not been tested 

at different points in tiine, the resu lts can only be presented as descriptive 

of the potential for such scales in assessing quality of life from the peoples^ 

perspective. * 



^Discussion .of guttman scaling and the criteria for developing scales 
csn be foundtn: Allen Edwards, Techniques of Attitude Scal¥ Construction . 
New York: Appleton-Century^Crofts, Inc., .1957; SBrgip Sismondo, "A codcept 
not a proxy: the meaning and messurement of d^^^ferentiation," Hew Brunswick 
Mewstart, Inc. Canada (R-73-133); Frank" and ^RUth Voting, "The sequencfe and 
direction of coimnupity growth: a cross cultural generalization," Rural 
Sociology 27(4): 374-386. 



'8. 
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The aeaning of the Table can be Eiore easily understood if one starts at 
rhe bottoQ of the page in Table 1 at Step 1 * In step one, 20 counties were , 
listed in which the laajority of^ the respondents Srom these counties did not 
indicate that the^ 9 items .(libraries, education, law enforcement etc.) were 
good or excellent. . Thus, no "^t's" appeared. In Step 2, 20 bounties were 5 
^ listec? in* which 50. or more percent of the county respondents indicated th^t 
the qiiality of libraries were good or excellent. However, they/did not rate 
the other nine Items in. this manner. In Step 3, 21 counties were listed 
In which the majority of tlje respondents said tha^ both the quality of libraries, 
and* the quality of priidary and seoondary education was go&d or excellent. In 
Step 4, 11 counties were listed in which respondents In these counties rented 
the quality of libraries, education, and law enforcement a3 good ^or excellent. 
In Step 5, 9 counties were listed in which the o^jority oi respondents rated 
libraries, education. Taw enforcement, and medical facilities as good or ' ' 
* ^excellent* ;One couJS keep going up* the scale in the same manner* It appears 
from the unidimensional order .of the response that before people saw the 
quality of schools as good or excellent, they'saw libraries, as good or excell- 
entv In like manner, before the majority of respondents perceived the quality 
of laW enfordemeht as good or excellent, they, perceived the quality of both 
libraries and edurcatiofc as good or excellent.' This illustrated how the quality 
of services build one upon*the other* " 

In order to see how the peoples' perception of th^^uality of various 
^* services relate to popujd^tion density, one can compare the ranking of counties 
, witti the perception of qualify* Insp^tion of Table 1 reveals that 71 of the 
100 c1?unties appear in Step one, twq or three. Of these 71 counties, onl^ ^ 
of the 25 most densely populated counties appear, while 24 of the 25 least 
_ populated counties appear. While several fexcepttons gyjet (e g j « v^ry 
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■ . 1 ' ■ 

sparsely populated couPty appeared in Step 9 and a very densely populated 

■ ¥ * * 

county appeared in Step 2), more densely populated counfies "seem t^ have 

^ consistently higher quality services from the perspective of people living 

in those counties^ 

AVAILABILITY OF COMMUNITY SERVICES 
In selecting the "quality** items to be used in the*-qvestionnaire the 
rational was to select items presumed to be available i,n consnunities. For ^ 
example* educational facilities and libraries were available in. all counties 
and an investigation of the quality of these services seemed of greater ijn- 
portance. However, £ot some items, this assumption could not b^ made^ Xhus, 
a second scale was developed on the availability of various services.^ 

Ten items were sele&ted to assess the unidimensiooality of the avail'- 

^ability, of community services (Table 2). Some of the items were comparable 
to .items included in the "^quality^* scale (e.g., libra£4:€s, medical facilities, 
public parks, culture). However, for ather items like availability of food 
stamps, dentists, and apartments, the quality of these items seemed of le^s 
importance than their presence in a consDunlty. ^ In Table 2, across the top 
of the page 10 Items are. listed. Th^ exact wording' for the ten items were: 
availability of libraries, availability of food stamp program* contribution 
of industry to local economy, availability of dentists, availability of medi- 
cal facilities* availability of rental apartments, availability of cultural 
opportunities.. (crafts , music, drama), availability of family doctors, avail^ 
ability of public parks and playgrounds, |availability of child-care centers. 

Again, down the left hand side of the. page were the 100 North Carolina counties 
and their population density rank, i- 
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^Council* r«nktd fr«s »o*t deo«ety popvltted (1) to le4ac densely pdpultud ,(100), ^ ^ 

^ • SO p«ro«nc or sort reflpondenct nld the «V«llflblllty of conDualty ««rvlee« uere |0(kI or exc«ll«nc. 
0 or bUnk ' chin 50 perccnc of retpDndtncA jtld Che «v«il«blllty of conwunlcy nrvic«l wtre-good.or excelleac. 
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The procedure fot interpreting Table 2 was the game as for Table 1- If 

* ' 1 • 



50 percent or more respoadents in a particular county indicated that, the avail 
ability of a service or opportunity was good or excellent the item was given 
an **X". If le^ than 50 percent w^re perceived the availability as good or 
excellent, the item was.giv^n an "0" or blank. ^ , 

In Step 1 at tihe bottom right hand cprner of Table 2, 14 counties were 

i ' ' ^ ' . . 

listed in which le*s than thfr majbrity of respon4ents indidSted availability* 
of any service or opportunity /as good or excellent. Step 2 included 16 'coun- 
ties in which the majority of respondents perceived the availability of 

< r 

libraries as^ood or excellent but did not perceive any other services or 

opportunities as good or excellent. In Step 3* respondents in 25 counties pdr 

ceived as good or excelleitt the availability of both libraries and food stamp 

programs. It was interesting to n<5te tl^t objectively^ libraries and food 

stamp programs existed in all 100 counties. Obviously, in many counties th^ 

public did not perceive this availability. One could keep going up the steps 

and observe how perception of the availability of services expanded and differ 

ent'iated. ^ ' ^ . * 

. - 

Comparing availability of services to the population concentration in the 
100 countie^ more heavily populated counties have ibore services available from 
the general public's perspective. In Table 2^ onl^ 1 of the 25 more^ensely 

. 

populate counties appeared in steps one «to three while 25 of 25 least Ropu-^ 
'lated counties appeai^ed. Thus«. availability of services seemed more closely 
P related to population density than quality of services. ^ > 

^ A statistical interpretation of. these relationships is provided on the 
^ 'next page. This, page may be skipped by those wishing to get to the next 
section on how to use tlv^se scales and what they me^n in relation to other 
socioecjsnomic and demographic comparisons. ' . 
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. COUNTY PO^ia^TlON, QUALITY AKD AVAILABILITY; 

, V A Statistical Interpretation , " 

\ * ■ \ 

\ ■ ' * * 

In order to provide a statistical Iqterpretatlon o£ 'the rel*atloashlps be- 

*.'*'■■ *•,'..'*. ■ ■ • 

pween cbunty po{ialation« availabll<^ty o£ cosounlty servic^^ and qtiallty of 

coEsminity services^^^^^ale scores were calculated for each county. Pearson - 

correlation coefficled^ were then deriV^ £or the relationship *^between acttial 

county population density (p^sons/square Q^le)« quality o£ community service 

scores and availabiTity of service scores (table 3). Kendall Taus' (in paren-^ 

theses) were calculated between county population density rani;, quality of com- 

mjnlt.y service .scores and availability of c^^^unity service scores. 

Table 3: Correlation Hatrix 
a b -X c 
■ a- Density (*51) (V*55) 

b- Quality .53 (.65) 

c- Availability -72 " .86 



The strength of the relationships between density and the ayallablllty of 
services and between density and quality of services 'Were fairly strong. The 
.earlie:r noted claim for the dependence of availability^ of services upon the 
degree or population concentration was ^^pported^ by the strong correlation co- 

efficient (r=,72>. This accounted for 52 percent of the expJ-alned variance. 

" - - ^ - . ' . - ' . . . 

The claim for the dependence of quality of community services upon population 

concentration was also supported although the correlation coefficient (r=.53) 

was not.^^s stropg as that between" avalla>lllty and density- 
• ■ ■ _ * 

, The relationship between availability. and quality of services has to be 
interpreted with caution. Although several oC^the coasminlty service items in 
Table 1 and 2 %/ere comparable and appeared in the same sequence^ all were not 
identical* Thue» the very strbng correlation cToefficient (r».86) between 
availability scores and quality scores only implies a strong relationship be-^ 
tween scores and not betTween'xJie availability' ^d quality of a. specific sevT^xch* 

is: ' : 
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: USE OF SC&L^ 

, ^ t ^ 

These types o£ scales suggest several practical toplications. Often tbe 
* coimiunicy or sc^te worker wishes to lenprove tbe qua^iity or availability of 
services i'^'tiefrtain counties. 'Such scales as'outlin^ here could provide ^ 
practical examples of where co start (f*e*^ whe^ the "Jts" run out or where 
"O's" appear). This point is <}uit% XoportanC and rjequires sose elaboration, 
FirsD^what do. the *'0's** -mean? If these 'were perfect scal^s» al.l^^*0's" should 
be "X's", This oeans that "O's^* on par^ciflar cosrsunity items are areas most 
Susceptible to improvement and developnient . This can indicate areas vh^re 
educational programs of awareness would most likely be successful, ''it can also 
raise questions of why people do not parceiVe the service or opportunity as 
* good or excellent. 

Second, the services on tbe scale occur];lag where the "X's" rua out across 

/ 

'frthe page indicate areas which are next ready for Improvement and development. 
For example* in Mecklenburg County (Table l* 14th county do^n) an "0^ appears 
in £he quality of education items, 'This rsises questions concerning the cause 
of this lower evaluation aad indicates an area where improvement should be 
relatively^ easy to achieve,' In the same countyj the "X's" run oat^with the ■ 
colture item. This indicates that public park^ as an ^tem s^ouli be the next; 
logical area to improve* Again* in. H^cklenburg County* one..seea several blanks' 
then an '*X" under child care. This can indicate that the two comminity ser^ 
vices in between (public parks and recreation) should Improve in the public's 
perception over the next few years or that the majority of the public in this 
county will no longer see child care as gooii or excellent. Remember* chi$ 
approach is based on the assumption of the stepwise building of services and - 
the situationajl constraints which may exist within a county may foil tlie logi- 
<cal continuity of auch a scaling approach. 

14- ^ • 
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Another H^y to use cbese scales is to cocipare cbe dctu3l existence oi 
various services to the peoples* perception of ^he quality and/or dvdilabllitv 
of such services. The scales describe what is percelv^ ss^^ing avs^lsble 
and not vhat in fact is available. Por example, libraries/*eflucational 
facilities, law enforcement, public parks, food statap programs and other 



services are available"" in all 100 Koi^th ^^SEwina counties. Obv.lously, in ^ 
wny counties the majority of people do not perceive the^r availability as 
good or excellent* The, previously noted relationship between availability 
Scores and quality scores suggests that, il t^e people do not perceive avail- 



ability of services,^ they will not percei\k quality of services. Thus, with 



Jill not percei\ ^qu al: 
appropriate objective infonaation, such perceptual data q,ould indicate^ a 
particular county's success in gQm&g,^^seryices to the general public> * It . 
could be used as both an ev/luative measure aDd a developmental foaromeDer. 

SOCJXL AW DEMOGRAPHIC IHpUJEKCES 

Thus far the discussion has focused on the 100 North Carolina counties 

and how people ici these counties perceive the quality of nine consnunity ser^ 

vices and the availability of eleven commu^bity services. In the study 46 

■ 

conzQunity items were included. Table 4 shows responses on^^ll the cotunuQity 

"'***^'*^""* * 
items>f In the last two colucohs county examples are. provl<ied to show the 

' . * ' * • \ . . . ^ 

considerable variationVin^how feapondentff from different counties perceived 

the quality and availability of different cotosunity services and issues^ For 

' ' * • • 

exafept^, only 1*9 percent of the res|Jondetits in Orange County perceive the 

availability of public* transportation as poor (first item Table 4). In Avery 

_ \. * ' 

County, 89 percent perceived the availability ^f public trajipportation as 

poor^ ^y looking at the county e^mples one jcan see that on foost issues 

-. - ' "j * 

counties vary by more than 30 percent. .Qa some. Issues It gets up CO St) percent 
diffetences. - ' * , t 
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7ou vlll recaU tfaat^^Odlr respooftes vere available to respondents^ ^ poor, 
fair, good, excpll«nt^ Table 4 pres.ents the percentage response for each 
cocEnuolty* Iten for these r^pons&s* In t^e fallowing tables, lofo'nsstlon will 
be provided on the percent of people yibo |terce&e different services and 
Issues as ^or. Xhis approacb allows one to see.Uie codpunlty services from 
a probl^ perspective. This helps to highlight crjltical areas of cpctmioity 
concern. The category poor is an extreiDe response aod people vho 'juse this 
category usually feel strongly that sooetblog Is vron^. Fronts sjtatevide 
perspective the following 10 Issues vere rated as the wore critical problem 
areas: 

It Availability of public transportatijDn 

^/ 

' 2, Quality of job opportiihltlcs >: 
- 3. Availability of alcohajl and drug rehabilitation service 
4* Contribution of tourism to local ecodioffly 
71 Availability of state paries * 
^ 6, Effectiveness of land-Use planning 

7. Aval'lablllty of assistance to aged and disabled 
.8. Availability of low Income housing 

9. Contitol of crime and juvenile deilnquency 
10. Availability of family doctors , 
With this as^a background,^ we can now proceed to look at social^j^lncoDoe, 
education^ and age) and deiDographic (rural-urban) differences. The d^ta 
for the following ^tables are based upon the stat^ewide^piroportlonal sai&ple. 
For example, of the 30^ respondents, 200 are from Mecklenburg C6^nty and, 
^ _ 6^re . fro m Hyde £buat^ (s#e last ^wo^psgcs of thiff-poblidatlon for greater 

detail). ■ , ' \ 

t - — 
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Table ^: Nortti C»roliniant)* cyaluntiona ol: community ijorvlcoa. 



GOOD OR 

AMHABILITY OF COMMUNITY SERVICES V>- EXCELLED 

Availability of public tranaportation 157^ 

Availability o£ alcohol and ^df ug rehabilitation 

service , 29 

*AvaiXyplity, o£ abate parka ^ 30 

Availability o£ aaslatanco for aged tind diaablod.... 26 

Availability of .low income houaing 29 

Availability o£ family doctora j*; .•. ^ 3^ 

Availability o£ mental health acrvices ^ 35 

^Availability o£ j[>ubLic parka €t playgrounds 33 . 

Availability o£ Job training J... 33 

Availability o£ 9ultural opportunitiea . . . . * j^. * . 30 

Availability of apecial education programs ^. . . . 3^ 

Availability o£ child care centcxa.^ ^ j» . . 36 

Availability o£ pub^lic kindorgar.ten programa ^ 36 

Availability o£. middle income houtiing * 37 

AvaiLz^biHty 6£ rental aparti^nta ^2 

Availability .o£ dcntiats.' ^ ^9 

Avollabill1;y of medical facilitiea ' A7 

t Availab'^^llty of Eood atamp prograin*^ 53 

Availability of librariea ^1 

QUALITY OF COMMUNITY SERVICES ' 

*^uality o£ job*opportunitiea , 2^ 

Quality o£ public parka, and playgrounda 35 

Overall quality of, rocreatioiiol facilities 35 

Quality of cultui:al opportunitiea . ^ . . . *. 35 

Conditl^OTi o£ streeta and roada...: ^0 

^ Quality o£ atate parks ;. ..: 43 

Quality oi cbild-^welEare aervices 37. 

Overall quality o£ medical aorvl^ea €t facilitiea...* ^6 

Quality o£ county and'city law enforcement ^9 

Quality o£ elementary and aocondary education . 53 ' 

Condition o£ highways....' 57 

^ Quality o£ l«ibrariea >v ii2 

Quality o£ highway patrol....; ^ , "... 72 



EKam|>loi» of Cotiti 
]J0\4 CQUNTY 



POOlt 

l COMM IT 



Orangts 19% 

* 

Uurhiim 57* 
Stnnly 5% 
Diirbam 9% 
Kiclunond 15% 
llonder»on 7% 
Durham 07. 
Mtjcon L0% ' \ 
Uurluim 10% 
UOhdcr»on ^i7* 
l>itt^ 10% 
Uurluim 87. 
ALlei^luiny 37. 
Forsytti 2% 
Fortjyth ^7* 
Hjiywood OZ 
llondoi^Gon 17^ 
Loo 27* 
lUindolph IZ 

Uurfmm l^Z I 
M«con 10% 
Mil con 7% 
Henderson ^Z , 
Oiktu» ^% 
Stanly i^t 
CoLumbuG ^7. 
Uondor»on ^% 
Fortjyth ^7. 
Union 2%' 
ntt 17. . 
WilijetJ 1% 

Hertford 0% 



Avcrv 897^^ 
Swn Ln 7b% 

Tyfvol I ^13% 
CiiCc'n *J07 
Hyde 80% 
GatotJ 8 /T 
IJydc 75% 
Urun»wlcU 71% 
Daro 00% 
GatetJ 85% 
Avory 
Swain 50% 
CLay 87% 
Tyrroll 93% 
Gatoa 8L7o 
UrunawicU 21% 
Onalow 397«» . 



Gatea 80% • 
Gauea 80% 
Gatoa 777. 
Hyde 65% 
BrunawlcU ^7% 
Catea 737. 
UruhowicU A^7* 
Hycte 76% ■ 
Gatoa /i8% 
Waobingtoh 28% 
ilrunawicH ^57. 
Hyde ^5% 

Jackaon 177. 



OTHER COMMUNITY ISSUES 



Contribution of Xoiirlfim to local economy. 

Etfoctlvcneds of ltind*udo planning ;i. 

Control of crlmo and juvenl'lo <lellt\quoncy. 
Opportunity of <;ltltGn 'partlcl^jntlon In 

. coiniR\inity docisions . * . ^ \ -* . 

Ef f&<btlVeno3^.*^d^ wator poll^ition control«H. J . ^ 

ECCor.ts ^o protcfctj ttio natural onvlroomont 

E££octlvono33 of Ql'r pollution controls*..*. 

Effect Ivc^ness o£.nand"Udo 'cdntrdls (zoning) * . « ^ 

Contribution of Corostry to local oconomy . 
Opportunity for, mombershlp' In community * 

organlza^tlons. , , « . . . . t 

Cont:rlbutlot^ o£ siruoll' business to loctil economy... 

Community spirit ^and prldo.; .*v . % 

Contribution of tilgrlculturo to local economy* .... . 
ContributJ-on of Industry to local economy 



GOOD OR 
liXCBLliEHT FA IK l>OOR . 


Ivxuwplct) of County. Vtirlntioni»A 

% SAID v<m 
LOU COUNTY men county 


267. 


397. 


35% 


Dtiro 2*7. 


Iloko 737. 




50 


20 


Nntih 47. 


Avory 5l7. 


28 


^3 


29 


Aah'u 1<2% 


Gaston 607. 


*■ 30 


tilt 


28 


Ornnijc 10%. 


Cluy /fO 




' 47 


25 


Nuuh 47. 


<]Iratum 58?1 * 


■ 29 * 


f48 

* 


23 


Naah 5% 


Mitchell 


31 ■ 


45 


24 


Guilford 12% 


Tyrrell 507. 




. 40 


*23 


Clovoinud 7% 




' 30 * 

* « 


49 


21. 


tktywood 47. 


Dare 587* 




«9o 


17 


Loo 67. 


Tyfroll 377. 




40 


10 


Loe 3%' 


Tyrrell 4l7. 


U9 


37 


14 


Naeh 4% 


Tyrrell 337. 


48 


40 


12 


Nuah 1% 


Dare 737. 


53 


34 


13 


Naoh 17. 


Uydo 7/*7. 



00 



^Individual county data Is available In VolumQs ,1 to 7 of NORTU CAROLINA TODAY AND TflMORROW . 
Copies may be obtained from the Agricultural Extension Service. AgrlcoltuV«l Information Department, 

>llnn Scaco 



Ricks Hall, NorCh Carol 



:o Unlverfilty, R«lolgh, North Carolina 27007. 



r 



18 

Tables 5, 6, 7, and 8 provide inforcstion on the percent qi respondents 

across the State according co level of income, education, ^ge, and rural 

urban location who said that particular services vere poor > Xn the earlier 

part of this' publication^ infomiation was provided on the percent who said 

Che quality or availability of a cosiunicy service or opportunity was good 

or excellent. How the Information is provided according to a problem per** 

spective and thjiis the percent who evaluated items as poor are included in 

r 

the Table. ,^For example, if 20 percent feel that^ a particular service is 
poor then 80 percent reel it is fair, good or excellent^ Rather than going 
through each t3ble item by item according to income, education, age and rural- 
urban lo^tion, the following presents a brief summary of^the four tables 
according to 12 community dimeosioos. The items are/not ordered according - 
to the relative seriousness of the problem area but as they appeared in the 
que s t ionna ire . ^ . - « ^ ^ 

Health : Those of lower incDs^, less educational artainment and parti- 
cularly ti;iose in more rural areas see health ^s a more serious problem* ^here 
Seems to be little variation according to age. 

Culture ; Variabi:6ns according to incoioa, education, age and rural"urban 
were small- People of lower income, less education,' youngetT^-wad-aore rural 
seemed a bit more concerned"! ^ ' 

Education : - Younger people daw the availability and quality of eduiia* 

\^ ^ ^\ 

tional programs a^ a sl'ightiy more serious probl^ than older people. Other 

■''.(' \ 

differences were minor. ^ v 

jjobs: The items were cleaCly of greater c^opcern to lower income, lower 

'J 

education, ^ younger and t^ore rural people. 
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Hoastog aad Social Services : The items in boch of these dijnens ions were 
of greater concern co lower Incoziei lover educatiOQi and laore rural people. 
Age had lictle effect. 

Law Enforcemenc : Few differences were apparent between the different 
levels of incoii^i education* age, and location. , 

Recreation : These items were of greater concern' Co lower incomei lower 
education* and more rural people.. Age had little effect. 

Trans port3tion : Items In this area u^ere perceived as a more serious 
problem by people in more rural areas. iDcomei education> and age had little 
effect. 

Economic Development : Items of greater concern to those of lower income 
and lower educational attainment. Age^d little effect. Those in rural 
areas tftte more concerned about agriculture and thos^ In more urban areas 
were more concerned about industry. 

EriVlraomental Protection : No consistent trends were apparent according 

to indome, ^education. 

Xonaaunity Involvement : Thoseoc lower income and those with less educa* 
tiooal attainment appeared more removed from concnunity life. Age and rural* 



urban location did not have much of an influence. * ' ^ : 

- V. . . . ... 

In genersli those of lower income and less» educational attainment and 
those In more rura^l areas perceived most conmunity items as poorer In quality 
'and availability than thojQ of higher. income or educstlon. Younger people 
seemed to rate community ser,vices as poorer than older people for som^ items 
but on over three-fourths of the items age made little <3!b££erence. This is 
a very brief summary of .social and demographic variations on^the 46 items. 



Considerable insight can be gained by spending some time and>studying the 

20 ^: 



tables item by item. 
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Tal^ift 5 : Percent whe percolve tho avalLaMLlty And qilliLLty pf the felLwiltg 



to 



CoioaninLty Dimension 
Iccma 



AvalLabLLLty ofTmcdicaL focLLLtles ^^ 

AvaLLabL>iC}r o£ £ain|Ly doctors ; 

Aval ;ctenb,Lsta i 

Aval Labi Lit/' ^C*WntaL*hoal'th strvicos* . « 

Xvsiisbiiity o£ aicoh6i and drug r6ftabilitstl<m 

services < < < ^.ir* < < 

Overall quality o£ ttiodicAl sorvicbs and fAcilitios* 



CULTtlftE ' * ' 

Availability tt£ librarios<\ < ^ < < . < 

Quality o£ libraries * *\ 

Availability o£ cultursl opportunities <cra£tii/ ttmsie^ 

draflui) \* * * \* i 

Quality o£ cultursl opportuni'tios -f**. 



EDUCAtlQN ^ 

Quj^lity o£ elementary snd aOcOTidary educations. 
Avsitability jb£ public klndorsarten pro8rams«*44i 
Availability o£ special education progtdmA < < < > ^ 



JOBS r f ■ ^ ^ 
AvailabtlitV'of Job trainins**^^'* 
Quality o£ Job opportuni t ios*^* < < 



.1. 



Availalftility o£ lot/ inccmc housing***^ * 

Availability o£ middle income housing 

ivAilab/J^icy ^o£ ti*ntal apartments 

SOCIAL SERVICES . . ' *^ ' . 

Qliaiity «£ child^vel£arQ soYvice;^ ^^/^w.^U**. 

. Availability assistance fc^r age4 and tfisabled.. ^ < . 

Availability of food abainp program ^ 

Availability o£ child^care cenrera.*^ 




36 
50 



47 
28 
36 



2i 
36 
22 
29 



Loom than 

$3,000 

(225) 


3,000 to 
$5,999 
(292) 


30X' 


29X 


39 


A5 


25 


25 


28 


32 


37 


3^ 


26 


25 


12 


16 



13 

32 
28 



11 
17 
22 



d6 
^8 



2^ 
32 



u 

17 
28 



er|c 



ity sorvicen 410 ^oor according to income lovol* 



6.000 to 10,000 to 15,000 to $25,QQO«^ 

59,999 5l/i,999 $2/i,999 rercowtajie 

<553) yM3> fH9) f2gO> jQUt Honflo 

' 27X 20X 16X lOX -20 

36 -I 3^; 30 22 *17. 

25 ' 20 12 It -H* 

31 28 22 ' 18 -10 

3d 30 26 21 *)6 . 

22 16 12 '9 ^H. 



1^ 9 8 6 _ - 6 

11 7 7 9 ^ ^ 

35 ^ 26 26 18 -15 

31 Ih 22 15, *15 



13 10 13 15 +6 

25 23 19 22 , * 

27 23 20 2A * 



33 ' Ih 22 17 -19 

^i*7 35 28 \ 21 , -29 



40 30 25 20 *27 

23 18 13 10 *18 

31 2/« 18' 18 -18 



18 12 8 7 -1^ 

32 23 '22 II -25 

K - 10 7 A -le 

27 12 19 19 . ■ -10 



to 

to 



LAW JENFtfRCEMENT 

Quality cf, county cLcy l«w eafctiofflanc^ 
CoattoL of ctim< <ad JuvoaLL^ doLlnauoacy . . 
Qu<Llcy of highway p^ctcL 



RECREAtlOH 

- nAv&lI^^tlxy cf public p<tk« aad pLuygtoun^ >^ « i 

QmiLLcy oT^j^ubUa.itatlc* 4ad pL^ygtAuada^ 

AvaLLflblLlcy of <C4£q p«tk< 

(^<LLcy of <c<co patlctf 

Ovot^LL ^qu<Llcy of toct«iiCLoa<L fftcLLLcLo<* . . 



Coadicloa of 9Ctc<&c< ^ad toacl^^ 

CoadLcLon of hLgUway* \ 

AvftLLflbvlLcy of public ct<nipotc«cioa« 



KCa^OyiC DEVELOPtlEKT . 

Co^ctlbuc'loa of «tnall bu<laos< to local Dcoaotnyp. 

ColictlbuCloa 9^ jaduacty to l«rc«l Economy 

Co^ci;ibuclon^^o£^ a^tlculcuto^ co* local ocoaoov* ^ « 
Coactlbucloa of J^pto«cry cOirloca) ocoaomy . ^ . « . . . . 
d^actlbi^cloa of cOiMtl«n Co local ocoaccny * « < 



Ef f'ecclv<ia«ii)i of •it potl'uclom coactolo 

Ef fecclv<|acsa of w<cet pollucloii conf tol< « « « 

Effecclvoatiafl^oC t<ad^u<o planning^i^l 

Bffflcclvtiaea* of laad-u9o coactcila ttonlng, bul 

<ad hcalch codo«/*occ.) ^ 

Efforts CO ptocccc cho nacut<l ^ocwltonmOnc* >^ 



Idlng 



COHHUMITY IttVOtVEMEHT , ^ , S ' ' 

Opponcunlcy oC cltlton^p«ttlcl|}aclba la comnutilcy 

decl<loa)i * « 

Oppotcunlcy for mcidbotahlp la Cotnaualfy , 

Ot^<al3[<ClOM C^*^ 

^ Coonualty apltlc aad ptldo 



16 
35 
6 



35 
30 
36 
26 
34* 



22 
47 



22 
24 
16 
26 
40 



32 
29 
2d 

24 
22 



16 


19 


14 


' 10 


14 




34 


33 


. 26 


24 


24 


-11 


5 


4 . 










36 


40 


32 


32 


h 


^ -14 




35 


26 


26 


20 


^10 


40 H 


41 - 


33 . 


jyj 


29 


- 7 


25 


26 


20 * 


19 


13 


-13 


35 


it 


25 


21 


14 


-io 



24 


16 


15 


. L4 




6 


7 


6 


53 


^53 


57 


5$ 


24 


21 


14 


11 


21 


15 




6 


16 


12 




11 


22 




20 


22 


36 


|40 


35 


35 


31 


,26 


23 


22 


29* 




24 


23 


29 


26 


23 


29 


24 


22 


11 


26 


29 


24 


22 


25 



I- 



26 


35 


33. 


26 


* 


23'* 


t 23 


16 


io 


. 12 


19 


16 











25 

10 
11 



11 



6 
7 

10 

1^ ^ 

:t6^v 

n ] 
24, - ^ 



24 
19 



19 > 
7 



-11 

+ 7 



•14 

• 17 

• 6 
- 9 
•li 



«15 
^ 9 



-15 
• 12 



nhl« indlcace* chac p«tc<^c<go polac raogo 1>acw<i«a ch« cacogorioa la loaa chaa 5 pThYCitfnc «c oq aptfaCAac ctoad la obaarvabU 
ladLcataa of"gta<cet concjetti co choae of hlghat livfona aad a (-) laitlcacaa gtaac«t concata co citoaa of lowi^t Incova* * 
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T«bL« ^ ;.^JP«rc«nt who p«rceLve th« «v«LL«bLLLty «nd_qu«L£ty ot th«. toLLCMlj^ig cocnauoLty ««rvLccA aa poor ^^ccordlng to AducAtLOnAl AttA£nMnt« 



Ooamun Ll;y OLia^tnALon 



HEALTH 

i\vALL|ibLLLty\ot modlc^iL f acLLL tL««, ^^fT^TT, 

AvALlAbLLLty of tAtni'ly doctorA« « . w'^ «; 

. AvaLLAbLLLty oJf dent lAtA, , , , , 

AvaLlAbl'lLty of mcnt^il-beALth A^rvLctiA 

AvsLlAbLLLcy of Alcohols drug robAblLltAt ton AArvLoAA« -« 

Ov^rAlL quftLLty of medlci^ Af^rvLcAA And tAcLLitiM« « « 

* CULTURE - * 

AvAlLAbLLLty ot LLbrArLoA T 

^Altty of LLbrArLoA > 

■ Ay^il'*i>'-l''-^y of cult^rAl opportunltloA (crAtt«» imiaLc» drAMi),,, 

" Qu*Lity of cuLturAl'^opportunLtLQA ; 

00 ^ ' 

EDUCATION 

(^^LLty of ^LcatntAry And ^ocondory .odt^eAtLon ^ 

AvAltAbLLLty of public klndcrgArtiin ^rogrAA* 

AvAllAbLlLty of^ApeclAl oducAtLon progrtaw f,,- 

JOBS ■ . ^ ' ^ "* -^"^ 

AvjiLlAbLllty of job trAlnlng n. 

QuAlLty ol["':}ob opportunLtiOA.« 

AvailJibLlLty of low Income boooLnB«)<r 

AvAllAbLlLty of mlddlA Lncoora HoudLng^* 

AvAlUbLtLCy of ronCAl ApArtnitintA 

SOCIAL SERVICES ^ 

QuAlLty of cbLld*wolfAro AervLcoA 

AvAllAbLlLty of AAALAtAncfk -for Agod And dLAAblAd 

AvALlAbLlLty of food AtAmp progrAm 

AvALlAbLlLty of cbLld*CAr« OAncArA « 



GrAdo School 


High Scliool 
(1166) 


OollOgA 

(664) 


HLf^hor AogrAO* 
078>| 


l^t^rcontAgo 
y tolftt Haom 


■ 29 ' 


23 


19 




*16 


44 




31 ■ 


26 \ 


*1& 


32 ■ • 


\ 


16 


12 


1 *20 


36 


■ 29 


22 


^ ^ 


! ■ .16 


41 


. 34 


• 26 • 




^22 


26 


19 

' . s 


15 


10 t 

I 


■ -16 


13 


to 


10 


10 " 




11 ' 


6 


9 


10 




34 


26 


26 


24 ' > 


•10 


29 ' 


27 


22 - 


20 


- 9 


It 


la 


14 


16 




19 


19 


23 


25 


+ 6 


22 


22 , 


24 


22^ 




33 




25 


19 




45 


' 41 


32 


25 


-20- 


43 




11 * 


27 


-16 


26 


20 


16 


13 








20 


. 19 




16 


13 


U 


10 


\ < ft 


i4 


30 


21 


17 


-17 


19. 


12 


% 


6 


: • ft 


26 


24 


20 


la 


-10 
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lAW ESFORCPlgtrr 

Qu^LLCy of county And clc? law vnf orc^toHinc 

Control of crime •m) juvenile delinquency 

Q^vlLcy of hlahv^y pAcrol.. + .« 

RECREATIOH ^ 

AvaLLabillty of public park* «nd playground* *\ 

QuttlLcy of public parkft and playground* \ 

AvaLlAblllcy of vCACc p«rk4 

Quality of »c«co park^ 

Overall quftllcy of recrcacLonul facLlLcLoa 

TRANSPORTATION 

Co9dLcion of vcroct* and road* ^ 

CojndLcLon of highway* * ^ 

AvallQblHcy of public cransp^orcacion * 

EOQNOKIC DEVE^)PME^^r 

Concrib,uCion of ^moll bua^inoa* Co tpcal oconomy 

ConcrlbuCion of industry Co local oconony^^^^v 

'Concribuc Ion of agriculcHX^c co local oconotny^^.^ ^ 

ConcribuCion of forestry Co Local CLCOnocny ; 

Cone rib u.c ion of couriaia co local economy; t 

-> + 
ENVIROKHEKTAL PROTECTIOH 

Ef feccivenoa» of air poll^icion concrola * 

Effeccivene^s of vacor pollution concrola^; * 

« Ef f occivenesd of land*u90 planning* ^ « f.** * t\ 

Ef fccclvcnesd of land*u*Q concroU (zoning, building aftd hoalth 

code** oceO t«« 

Efforts^ CO procecc cho natural environment: T / 

community' IHyoLVEHE^^r 

Opportunity of cicixen parcicipacioh in communicy deciviona 

Opportunity for mcmber^tii^ in^ cocmnunlcy organlx4Clon»i 

Cotncunlcy spirit and pride » 



lb 
32" 
5 



39 

41 
2$ 
32 



22 
11 

5a 

19 
14 
22 
3S 



31 
30 
27 

23 
25 



30 
2ir 
19 ' 



17 
31 
5 



3S 
33 
3d 
25 
31 



IS 
9 
54 



17 
14 
11 
19 
37 



23 
23 
23 

2Q 
21 



31 
19 
14 



14 
26 
3 



30 
25 
33 
16 
20 



13 
7 
56 



12 
10 
12 
23 
35 



23 
25 
?7 

24 
23 



26 
14 
15 



9. 
22 
4 



25 
21 
30 
14 
15 



13 
8 
5S 



11 
10 
12 
24 
29 



23 
26 
33 

30 
26 



22 
9 
13 



-.7 
-10 



*14 
-15 
«11 
-14 
-17 



- 9 



^ Q to 



- » 

4 6 
♦ 7 



' 9 

'15 
- 6 



indictees chac percentage point range between the cacoaoriea 1» leta Chan 5 percent or that no apparent trand i» obverVabl*. A (4) Imlicatav 
of greater concern to chove <^t hiahor educational ntcainoenc and a (*> iadlcvta* flraacar concern to thoae of lo^r a4ue<itlODal ectviiMieiic. 
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Contribution of IndutCryfto local econoiny 

Contribution of agriculture to local oconocoy 
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Effectlvonost of land-uliQ; pl^inain^iTr* . i i i , 

Ef factlvtneit of land-utje' oontrpit (tonlng^^ulldlr^ and health 
codes, etc + ) ^ : /*\Vj > . > 



Effort! U> protect the i^;^ural environment + . 
tunity of kjlllj 



OppOi^tunity of ^tl^^ partlcipiitlon In cocnounj^ty daciilon*. 
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''Mhi^ Indlcetea that percentagt point ran^e Jbetweati 'the jiategorlet U leat than 5 pecAent or that no apparent trend la obaervabla* A (t) Indicate! 
. of greater conctm to oldir rtapdndentt ^nd a (-) 'in^icatee greatei^. concern to younger reepond^ntt* 



CO 



TAbL« ft T f«rc«nc Who |r*^c*Lv^ ch* AyALL«bLLLcy And qu^LLty of th* foLtowLnft cot^nlty «orvL<:«« *• poor Accordlnf to th« «Lk« of covv^nlty 

'I* " * . vTwa City LArftor 

J* ' - , ' * > Loo« th«n 10,000- City * ■ 

Cononlry DImACMlon ' F^nn . 10,000 - 50,000 , ^0,000^ 

ItiiK : i:^ »7d) ■ 0>0p2) ' ' (696) (67^) 

Av«llAblll'ty of TP«dlc«l f^cllltU*^ 31X' 29X UX St 

^vaiUbUlty, of f«]nll7 doctor* ^ ^3 . . 19 20 

AvAllAhlllty of dMClAt « 29 - 27-1^ 6 

:AvAl1»bLllty of ^«ntAl-hftAlth «%rvlc«t«^ > > . / -32 36 19 14 

AvAll«blllty of Alcohol.And dnig rehabillCAtlon «orvic«« 3d _ . 43 23 12 

Overall q[U«llty of nftdlc^l «eFvlce« And fACj^llcio* 27 ~ ' *'24 14 6 

QILTURt * * , * 

AvAll«blllty of llbrArlAA4 12 13 9 6 

QuallCy of lLVArLft«>« ■ 10 , 12 6 6 * 

Av«llAbLllCy of culcur^l opporcunLCL<f« (cr^fc*, ani^Lc, dvmam)..** < 30 ' , 30 23 * 13 

Qu«ltCy*of cultural opportunLciM^, « ^S : . 35 22 10 - 

^ • * 

PHJ'CATICH ' ' ' 

Quality, of AlSiienCAry mnd •oconiUry educ^ti^n^l \ 10 > ' 10 11 * 14 

AvAll«bllLty ot'^pVfbllc ktViJbr«Artftn^t!rottri]nSf«,-:CT^..^\w^ . 19 22 ^ 20 22 

^AvAllAt^LlLty Of it*^cUl '^duc^tlpltjf^roftrjvia ^ ^, . . . ' 24 29 - 10 , 17 . 

JOBS ^ '* . ^ ' * . 

AvALl«1>LUty of Job^traLnlng 1 29 36 23 17 

QuAltty «f Job oppoftunlcte* « « «... 39 ,47 ' 32 22 

AvAL[4h^LllCy.of loi( Lncdnft housing. 37 - 45 ' 27 -10 

AvailAbLlLCy of nld^l* Lncomo houilng t 24 * 25 l7 9 

, AvAlUbLUty of rental ApAjrtmenc* v 33 o 40 1^ 7 

^ SOCIAL SERVICES 

^QuAlLty of ^Lld^v«lfiir« «ervt^«4.«,«« /. 13 10 10 7' 

Av^tlAblltty of>M«L«tAnc* fbr Ag^d' And dLiAbl«d * 29 32 23 < | ' 

AvAllabllLty oi' food At«iup progrAm ' 11 15 9 ' 10 

AvAtl4a>JlliCy Qt chlld*CAr« cMfn ^ %...V. M 33 ^19 ^ 
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ty lOTCHtClMKNr ^ j * 

dtftUcy of cooncy i^nd tity Uw onforc«ninc : * 4% W ig ' . . 

Control of crlmi ind Juv%nLl« d«lLn<{uincy l*^*^^^ 33 . 30 ' 27 

Qu«lLcy of hL£hw«y p«crol 5.4 4 ' 

* ** 

> tECREATlOK * . , . 

^Av«Ll«bLllcy of public p«rki «nd pl«ygroondi 39 43 26 

Quality of public ,p«rki «nd pl«ystound« 35 4b 23 ■ 

Av«lUbllUy of p«rkf 41 42 ^ 37 

Qu«llcy of icaCa p«rki . 29 ' 19 . 

0>^«r«ll iio«llcy of r«cr««clcn«l f«clllcl^i 29 04 22 

TjUKSPofcTATlOH 

Condition of •croo^i «nd roads * « 19 19 ' 14 , 

Condition of hlfthwily^^ « « ^ I 13 16 6 

Av«lUblllcy of public cr«ntpor»clon ..4 . 55. 62 ^ 56 

iCOtlOMlC DEtfELOFHEKt . 

Concrlboclon of •mdll botlnctt CQ local .oconomy 18 19 12 

Concrlbuclon of Indutcry co. local cconooiy..* 16 17 9 

Coficrlbuclon of agrlcolcuro co'local oconoo^ 9 . 12 , 11 

Concrlbuclcn of foratcry co^local aconomy 13 22 ^19 

Concrlboclofi of CourUit co local oconoo^ : 37 44 ' 37 

EHVIROMMEKTAL PROrgCriOH I 

^ff«cclvan«tt of air poUotlon concrol 27 30 , >^?2 ' ^ 

Ef facclvtnott of waCar poUoclon c6ncroU4 ^-.^ 31 26 ^ 

Ef facclvonett of Und'^oto planning 26 ' 29 \ 23 

Bf£acclv«nett of land**ut« concrolt (conlng^bolldlnft and 

htalch codat, occ.) 21 25 19 

Bfforct CO prococc cha nacoral anvlronnonc 24 . 27 16 

t * 

OOttnmiTY IMVOltVjSMBlfX 

Opporcunlcy of clclson ptrclclpaclon In. cocvMinlcy d^clalont 31 29 27 

Opporcunlcy for n«Mberablp In c<KifMnlCy organltaclNm* 20 * 16 15 » 

.Cct«i£lnlcy tplrlc and prido 10 15 ,13 

r f 

i*Xhlt Indlcactt chac parc^nca«« polnc rango bacwatn cha ctca^orlot la laat chan 5 iptrconc of chac no appaffv^c ti^nU la obaarvitbla^ A (4-) 
lodlcacaa of (raaCar con^ara co orban aroat and a lndjLcac<ia of ^roacar concarci co niral artat* - « ' ' 



9 
26 
4 



16 
13 

10 
13 



lA 
6 

40 



12 
6 
15 
26 
22 



16 
21 
27 

II' 



27 
16 
16 



V23 
1-22 
>1(J 
-16 
*16 



ie 
'*7 
-15 



- 6 

- 8 
+ 6 
4-15 
-15 



* 9 
*lo 

+ 6 



+ 8 



29 * • ■ 

SAMPLf AND DATA COLLfCTlON ^ 

During th? Spring of 1975, a state-wide survey was conducted ia Borth 
Carolina, A mail quest ioni^aire was sent ^6 randoaly selected individuals 
thfaughoot the State, In ord^r to have a aaiaple proportfonal to tbe State's 
population and a saaple of sufficient size for county coEiparisoas^ , two sets 
of data were developed. ^ - , ^ 

First a l/lOOO sampl^^f the total population- was drawn frcp telephone 
directories for. all counties. For exainple, Dare County bad appjoxln^tely 
7,000 people according to the 1970 census-while Guilford Coufity bad 
approxiioately 289,OOQ-^eople* Thils, 7 -respondeocs were randomly ^l^cted 
froia telephone -lists for Dare County and* 2S9 from telephone lists for , 
Guilford Coui^ty, A statement '6n the questionnaire requested that the survey 
be completed by the head of the household. ^Xn all, *3,082 respondents vere 
selected for the state proportional sample. Some 378 of tliese. respondents 
were .inaccessible because they'had mbved oiU of State, had moved with no 
forwarding address, were deceased, blind, disabled, or' upable to be contacted 
either b^y mail or by foliow-up telephone calls.,' These 378 inaccessible^ 
respondents were eliminated Trom the sample. Of the remaining 4,302 
potential respondents for the state-wide proportional ■ sample, 3,,034 returned 
usable questionnaires for a response rate of 68 percent . This data set was 
jused whenever reference w^s made to the State, 

Second, in order to make the information more. meaningful at the county 
level, an dversampHng procedure was employed. All counties in Jtbe State', 
regardless of population size, had a minimum of 130 respondents drawn from 
telephone lists for each county. For example, .Dare County had 7 respondents 
sampled for the state^^wlde proportional sample plus l43, respondent^ added in 
the oversample to achieve Jthe minimum county sample size of 150. There was 
no oversample in Guilford County since the proportional sample exceeded 130. 
Thus, the combined state proportional sample and the county oversample 
yielded a total sample of 13,348, Because many of these respondents .were 
inaccessible for 'the aforementioned rjsas9n8, the total number of potential^ 
respondents for the total sample was 13,331 .^Of. these 13,331 potential 
respondents, 8,882 respondents returned usable questionnaires for a response 
rate of 66 percent . This data set was used for county, comparisons. 

^The next page describes the timber of potential respondents (130 minus . 
number inaccessibie) for each county, the number of usable questionnaires 
returned, county response rates, and munber which were included in the state 
proportional sample. It should be noted that the state proportional sample 
^ was given special emphasis in follow-ups. Because of this emphasis, the^ 
Estate proportipnal sample had a slightly higher response rate^ 



^5 ' ' 

More detailed presentations are available in, the following articles: 

James A. Christenson, "A procedure for' conducting mall surveys with the 

general public." Journal of the CotmmnitT Development Society 6(#1)133- 

146, 1973; Don A Dillman, James A. Christenson, Edwin Carpenter and Ralph 

Brooks, **Xncreasing*mail quespionnaire response: a four spate comparison, 

■ American Sociological Review 39 (October); 744-736, 1974. , 

.ERIC ^ : , v. 



Table* 13: Response rate for countiefe.ia Korth Caroliua aod number of 
responses used in stacsvlde proportlooal sample. 



■ COUNTY COUhTY SAMPLE COUNTY SAMPLE 

' • ■ . ' % ■ - t. t 
■ * O 1 * ' o , . * o 
a ^ o ♦ *^ ta *-< 

00*0 aO^O ^cj .qO^ 
^•OO CO CO ^'OO CO 

PC P U c U C U U c u c u 
C O ^ 0 U CIO c o o u oo ,cOcii« oo 

COUHTY Ph cs K p; k co COUNTY « a: . k co COUHTY p* ps as p5 k co 


} 120 


6^ 


.58 




I 128 


•75 


59 


17 


1 — => ."1 l25 




70 






121 


66 


55 


14 


^ i 130 


( 87 , 


67* 


85 


■ i 136 


i 95 


f 70 






140 


97 


69 


. 2 




1 144 


104 


72 1 8 




135 


Ll24 -t 92 




uw 


136 


82 


60 


14 




1 126 


87 


6? 1 3 1 


118 


1 67 


57 


11 j 




137 


115 


1 84 


16 




ik" 


1 85 ■ 


62 1 23 




136 


! 79 


58 


4 1 


wfft 


111 


73 


j 66 


5 


WW 


138 


103 


-75 i 12 




139 


92 


66 






122 


73 


! 60 


17 




1 243 


148 


61 |148 


Urn 


133 


1 76 i 


57 


37 




Ul 


98 


t 70 


16 






72 






1?fi 






4 




134 


1 78 


! 58 


16 






89 


"fia ! -t? 


1 » Oft ^ 


_zo_ 


49 




129 


89 


I 69 


16 




! 129 


80"^ 


k62 t 29 


] 128 * 81 


63 


126 ■ 




12? 


83 


1 65 


78 






-75 


59 


no 


1 126 ! 69 




44 






/'78- 


62 






13fi 


9*) 


69 


' Ifi 




fi3 


46 




no 


^4 


65< 


3S 




120 


66 


55 


12- 






64 




133 


78 


?9 


32 




134 


'B4 


63 


6 




' .1 24- 




61 






135 


76 


% 






137 


91 


66 


40, 




140 


83 ; 


59 


25 




123 


a? 


72 






128 


103 


'80 


. 17 




137 




67 






137 


XOO 


73 






134 


74 


55 


29 








63 


26 




123 


92 


75 






141 


79 


Sfl 


'5 




136 


100 


' 66 


29 




127 


91 


72 




u< , 


131 


74 


56 


' 19 




130 


86 




132 


87 






UlvfTl 


no 


81 


62 







120 




58 




CWi* * 


130 


69 


53 






ns 


94 


68 


16' 




131 


105 


no 


17 i 




134 


95 


71 






131 


90 


69 


26 




141 


■90 t 


64 


4 




1^2 


87 . 


61 






11'6 


80 


69 


11 




135 


89 ! 


66 


38 






94 


68 






134, 


96 


72 f 


10 




131 


82 


63 


22 






90 


•73 


16 




138 


91 


66 


18 




194 


150 1 


77 'I'iO 




Iflf) , 


12^ 


^9 






293 


200 


68 


200 




83 j 


63 








?0 


62 






nfi 


R1 


fifl 


7 




79 


19 


Q 


wr 




70 


61 


-44- 




-133- 


-?4- 


-^6- 




ng 


-?8-4 


-66- 


■46— 




-w- 


77 


61 


60 




124 


73 


^9 


13 




68 ; 


54 


41 


4tTt< 


141 


108 { 


77 


15 




131 


73 




29 1 


1 n4 


98 ] 


73 


38 " 




142 


99 


70 


2j$ 




"129 


99 




* 52 


'•^^ } 136 


79 1 


58 


30 




137 


83 


61 


75 




136 






16 




89 1 


65 


46- 




125 


109 


87 


46 




126 


9^ 


79 


57 


r 1*36 


85 


62 


7 




'18^ 


121 i 


66 |12I 












1 '1 1 





TOTAL 13,551 

, ' * . 8,882* 

66% . 

. • ' 3,054 

t *A11 councie^^* ctxcepc^ Che five mecropolican councles^^had l50 naines ^dravn 
for Che sample. Hovefver, because some of che resppndeats were deceased, 
had movfed» or were noc ^ble Co be concacced» chey were elioiiiiaced from che * 
« sample. ^ Pocencial respondenca equal X50 tolous decesaed^ moved^ ecc, 

**Hiioiber r^curned fropl a i/lOOO populaclon sample. /• . 



